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Dear Sir/Ms.,
:'''~

"',~ "" .

Apparently. I was misinformed by other amateur radio operators about
ftling by E-mail: either I was given the wrong address or that was not
appropriate in this proceding. Unfortunately, I could not find the relevant
news release or instructions for RM-8737 after a long and careful search of
the WWW seIVer. Alas, by the ttme I determined this, it was too late to get a
package delivered by 17:30 today. While I have often submttted this kind of
material in response to Draft Environmental Impact Reports I Statements.
this is the first ttme I have submitted comments to the Commission. They
use the postmark rather than the delive:ry date, so thiS Wit'S an additional
form of confusion.

I have provided the original and nine copies [plus an extra for the
reproduction department or other use, just in ca'5.eJ in addition to a copy
sent bye-mail to your general information address yesterday (prior to the
official deadline). Please accept this, as a late submtssion tfnecessary. I
assure you that I will make a sincere effort to respect the Commission's
procedures in the future.

Most respectfully submttted.
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SUMMARY and INTRODUCTICIN

The ARRL has proposed needed changes in Spread Spectrum operations in the
Amateur Service. There may be pot.ent.ial problems wi t.h unrestrJ cted USE'

of Spread Spectrum emissions in the presently ~llowable amateur bands
that need to be examlned either before or as a part of the proposed
actions. Some of the concerns are described herein ~nd possible solutlons
·:ire suggest.ed in some c.ases. Requirlng that Spread Spectrum emisslons be
subject. to rules comparable to those currently applicable to repeaters
:l.nd auxiliary stations ( 1 ncludlng local co-ordlnatJ.on ( may mitigate most
of these concerns.

Changing from overly restrictive rules regarding the types of S5 emission
transmissions to little or no restrJ.ctlons raises t.he question of
accountability in terms of message content. There may not be a good
answer here, and the Commlssion may want to conslder an intermediate
step with regard to Section 97.531(0).

'~CMMENTS ON THE PPOPOSAL

1. . .. The 5peclfic
Benefits to the public to be gained from amateur use of spread-spectrum (55)
communications as determined by the Commission included the following:
Reduced power density and concomitant reduction of lnterference to narrow
band communication systems; 2) Significant improvements in communication
under conditions with poor signal-to-interference ratio; 3) Improved
communication performance in selective fading and multipath environment.s;
and 4) Ability to accommodate more communication channels functioni.ng
simul taneously in the same spectrum t_han is possible using frequency



division multiple access exclusively. [2}

The problems mentioned ln (4) ·~re well known, ·~t. least, in urbanized .~rea

i.n the Amateur radio community. This would be .:\ welcome lmprove.ment, but
one that will take years t.o .::\ccomplish / given t.he amount of narrow-band
equipment currently in use. The sit.uatlon described in (3) is commonplace
in California and is another area where improvement would be welcomed.
While users of new equipment would enJoy t.he benefit.s described in (2),
if the changes are not implemented carefully, non-users may suffer. This
113 a particularly concern for space and weak-slgnal open'\t.lons. Given
that Spread Spectrum is not widely ln use by amat.eurs, we are not. going
to see improvements descri.bed 10 (1), but rather, t.he measures being
proposed:\re to m1.t.igate possible lnterferencE' probleml::~.

2. Since t.he time 5S comrnunlcat lons were first ':\llt.horized in t.he
Arnat.eur Service In mid-19B:" there have been some experiment..3l ·3mat.eur
operations using 55 techniques, but its use h·:\s not. been widespread. The
League believes t.hat one signiflcant reason for tins reduced level of
experimentat.ion Hi due to limlt..:ltions In the rules governing 55
communicat.ions in t.h€·A.rnat.eur 5erVlce. Thel-evised rules in t.he proposed
appendix are intended to provide increased flexibi:Lity in t.he LIse of this
mode, to encourage (,unateurs t.o experlment ,"\ncl lise 55 commun~cat.lonS.r t.o
develop new techniques for increased spect.rum eft iciency usin9 t.his mode,
~ncl to improve comp.:'!tibJ.llt.y with narrow-ba.nd mode;::. [3]

There seems to be agreement in t.he amateur communJ. r.y t.hat. t.he rules for
Spread Spectrum are overly rest.rictive. The import.ant. considerat.ion here
lS whet.her the changes being proposed here are the rIght (lnes for .:tll
concerned.

4. . " Tests conducted by ·::tmateur qroups have established that.
certain configurat,ions of SS operatlons can, due to increased in-band noise,
trigger amateur repeater inputs (if those repeaters are carrier-operated),
but t.hat. potential H1teractionls easily avoided by selection of
spread-spectrum parameters. 58 HH 2d~t 329, and .~uthorities cited ·therein
:l.t footnotes 4-9. There are pot.enti,3.1 i.nt.er3.ct1.ons between S5 and
narrow-band modes 10 certain circumstances, depending on processing gain and
the randomness of spr.-eading codes, however. ( :::) There have been no reported
instances whatsoever, ln the League I s experience / :)f i.nterference to other
radio services fromam.o:tteur 55 communl····'lt:l0ns. (=) (4]

Unfortunately, It lS difficult t.o determine from the t.ext of t.his proposal
what the nature of these tests were, and whether they address t.he concerns
of all amateurs. Foot.note (2) simply says t~hat "pot.ent.ial int.er.~ctions arE"
no different t.han t.hose involving ot.her modes, ':l.nd does not go int.o what.
these test.s were. Fo{,.,tnot.e (3) cont.aine a reference to 58 RF: 2d ·3t. 330, but
that discusses possible interfere to commerc'lal TV, not. ·:\lfIateur operations,
and foot.not.es clted abOVE" are apparent.ly~n anot.her document., ·:\S the
RM-8737 proposal only cont.ains footnotes 1- 7 • 50 t.he proposal discusses
the effects of 55 em.lSS.lons on repeat.er 0rerat.lon, but lt does not Gover
other modes. Does the '~()mmiesion know wh·at the likely effect.s on non-voice
operat.:lon likely to be? What a.bout spacecomlflunicat lons? While much of
such operat.ions ·:l.re conducted using hlghly direct.J.Cmal:l.ntennas, this is
not necessarily the ·:case. According tc the ARHL Handbook, LEO (Low Ea.rth
Orbit) s.9.tellit.es are often llsed wit.h non-direct.ional ("cT-pole"):mtennas
utlliz1.ng mast-mounted pee-ampll flcatlor ~'. cnakel.lp the Cl·:tin dlfference. [<:' J



How will they be affected by Spread Spectrum operat.ions, both in ad Jdcent
sub-bands, and within the same band?

If the purpose of the request. for rule maklng iE: to allow t.he klnds of test.!:
necessary t.o obtain t.his data, t.hen t.he Commission should give seriouE
consideration whet.her a rule making is t.he appropn.at.e t.(lol here. Would
Special Temporary Aut.horltles (STA) be t.he bet.t.er way t.o conduct thls
testing? If the purpose 18 also to brlng ·:unat.eur Spre..ad Spect.nlm nlles
up that provided by current technology, t.hen perhaps t.he Commission should
take a closer look how to provide suitable prOt.ectlon for exisn.ng users
first..

It is the League's bellef, and apparently that of Commission staff as well,
t.hat experimentatioilin the Amateur 5er<.rice, and partlcularly further 55
experimentation, should be accommodated by Incre--ased flexibility in the
rules, and not by reI j.:'lnce on STAs. (6]

Special Temporary AuthorItIes are not i.ntended to routine operations, which
is what seems to be evol.v1.ng 1.n Spread Spectrum. The STA 1.n quest1.on was
obtained originally to provide i:l test bed for CDMA, ,"3.pparently for possible
sat.ellite operatJ.ons, (7] and has been extended .indefinitely. to other t,ests
as well, in part., due t.C t.he Inflexibilit.y in t.he existing rules. 18] It 1.S
time to look at some of t.hose Ilmitatlons~nd see wh.~ch ones ,~re necessarill
and appropriate, ,'ind whIch 'lre holdH1Q back i:ldvances l..n the Amateur Service
and elsewhere.

The League agrees that it~s useful to relax somewhat the rules (~ontained

in Sections 97.305(b) and 97.::11 goverm.ng amateur 5S operat,ion, to permit
greater operating flexibility .3.nd t.he development of 5S communications ·as :a
practical communlcatlons mode 1.D the Amateur Servic'e without ,advel"\34:J
.Lnteractl0n wit,h other modes. 19]

The important phrase here is "without adverse Interaction with other modes",
We need to have rules that will facilit.ate t.his. We .also need to look at.
how Spread Spectrum operations affect. other modes. For example, the human
ear 1.8 very forg1.ving when it comes to nOIse, but how does it affect ATV?
Moderate-speed digital communicat.ions, inche absence of error correctl.ng
coding, are not tolerant of nOIse, nor does the wide range of amateur
implementations of these protocols handle t-etransmis:3ions well, in part
because of lnter-operainlit,y problems. A more serious (concern about. raising
the noise floor", whJ.ch 18 the purported effect:. ·)f Spre:ad Spectrum, 18 to
weak slgna1 ,~nd space communIcatIons. Then, I 1t_ may be more th.=1n just ,an
est.het1.c consideratlon, 'is it 18 11.Jt.:.elv to be in the repeater sub-bands,
'rhose ,are sub-bands t:.ha t we make ef fort s ':.0 keep qUIet' r :3C an J. ncrease 1.n
noise that might gc unnou.ced In the repeat.er :-3'ub-bands Gould be problem
here. We could :~erlnu81y degrade our abi.~Ll.ty to ("OmmUnlcate effectl'.Tely HI

~reas where .arnat_eurs h.';lve been doinG sj eml f i cant wor.lo:.

So, to a'J'oid adverse .Lnt.eractions, we need t.ok.now what these interactions
are, and where Spread Spectrum operat~on I.S approprJ.,'ite. Presumably, that
is the intent of t.h1.s Ped tion for Hule Making, that is, t_o extend the
rules somewhat, so that we can find out how Spread Spectrum should be
regulated. Although It may not be necessary or approprJ.ate to state so
in Part 97, per se, It should be clear from the process that this is an
interim step to ascert..:un where Spread Sper;trum shoul d fit. into the Amateur
Servlce '1nd that 1. s not l ntended ':0 be ,'1 f 1 1:1-9. J ru 1e makl n':::1 •
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'" There have not been, in the League's experience, any established
instances of actual Lnterference to narrow-band amateur communications from
55 communications. Tests conducted by amateur groups have established ...

[10}

This has been a problem in the 900 MHz band 1.n the North (S.F.} Bay Area
from amateur Spread Spectrum devices but with Part, E:, devices. Glenn
Elmore (N6GN), who is noted for his .2 Megabit/sec 10 GHz transceiver
design, has been attempt~ng to construct a high-speed IP/TCP networY..
His current design operates FSK ~n the 900 MHz band, and apparently
one of his major problems has been wit,h higher power Part 15 devices
either ,H. the same radic sIte, ()r aim at t.hat site from other part,s of
the Bay Area. [11]

7. The first change proposed by the League is to permit brief test.
transmissions of 55 emlssions, as lS permitted in Section 97.305(b) for
other types of emissions, except that test transm.1ssions using 55 emissions
would be limited to t.hose frequency bands where S5 emissions .'ire aut~horized

generally, as is the Gase wit.h pulse modulat.1.on transmissions. [12}

Unfortunately, this does not address the issue of ba.nd planning. There is
nothing here to protect space or weak slgnal operations. There are already
provisions in Part 97 t,o restrict operation of repeaters (Sect~on 97.205 (b) 1
and auxiliary stations I. Section 97.201 (b)] J.n these ;3ub-bands. For example,
neither is permitt.ed to operate ln t,he beacon sub-bands [as described in
Section 97.203 (d) 1. Sen.QUS c:onsideratlon should be ":1i ven to restrict:Lng
both Spread Spectrum ,"-nd pulse operat.ions t(1 sensit:ive sub-bands, as is
currently done with repe,ater operatIon:

(b) A repeater ma.y receive and retransmit only on the 10 m and shorter
wavelength frequency bands except. the 28.0-29.5 MHz, 50.0-51.0 MHz, 144.0­
144.~, MHZ, 145.5,-146.0 MHz I 222.00-n.2.15 MHz, 431.0-43::.0 MHz .and 435.0-
438.0 MHz segment,s. I 1 ') ] I Section 97.205 (b) ]

Another possible oversight. concerns the National Radl0 Quiet Zone. As it
stands I both beacons [Sect.lon 97.203(e)] .'ind repeaters [Section 97.205(0]
are restricted the National Radio Quiet Zone. It. may be necessary to'ilsc
regulate Spread Spect.rum operation in thlS'i.rea. The National Radlo
Astronomy Observatory should be consulted in this matter to determine if
their recommendatJ.ons need to be incorporat_ed 1 nto '':Illy rule changes.

The problems faced by Glenn Elmore and his colleagues, while not ln the
stations in amateur serv'ice, does illustrat.e a. problem that we will be
facing. That is, the ,:::,ompatibility among t.he van.ous modes is likely to
be more of localized issue than one t,hat can be handled on a nationwide
basis. For examples I some regions may choose to have t_wo ATV ch;'innels in
the 440 band. ,:)thers may decide that one ATV .1S enough Eor their needs,
and that additional hlgher-speed digital (:hanne1s are more important. (14]
Another example is t.he recent. with i.n 1:,he Amateur Service's Automatic
Position Reporting System (APRS). 'rechniques that work well on the
relatively level East C'oast run into numerous d.nomoli.es in the hilly
California, and that dl fEerent communicat.lc,n strat,eql.es.are needed i.n
different area, based on t,errain alone. r1':') So we have differ~n9" patt.erns
of usage due to local populat,ion d1fferences and,,rarylnq I.nterest, 'ind
different propagatlon patterns due to !ooal terraln,
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What these local differences imply 2S that, just as in the world of
repeaters, what. works well in on part. of t.he count.ry may C,3,use probleulS:1

in another. Which is why we have local repeater coordinat.ors, with
regulations that. are sensltlve t.o local condit.lons. The g·3.ffie should
apply to Spread Spectrum as well. In many areas, we are all~ady doing
local band planning wi t.h respect to bot.h repeat.ers .:md widely accessible
digital stations as well. We're seeing ,:t trend t.owards combininq t.he
frequency co-ordination, for example, in the 440 band 1oc,:l1ly, Bob Wilkins
(N6FRI) handles frequency co-ordinat.ion for bot.h t.he reqiomll repeater
association (Nort.hern Amat.eur Relay Council cof Call fOl"Tl.i.:t) .:tnd t.he Nort.h
California Packet Associ,at.ion (NePA). (16 J

We are current.ly only expect.ed t.o do frequency co-ordinat.ion fClr repeat.ers
dnd auxiliary st.ations. We should seriously consider <!cl1.nq frequency
coordinat~ion for Spread Spect.rum st.at.ions as well, so we can make sure
that. t.hey are in frequency ranqes shared with compat.ible uses. As it
stands, NCPA is already doing t.his on at. least ·:tn l.nformal basis in
Nort.hern C:alifornia, .and lndeed t.here 18 ,:tlready spect.rum ·alloc.at.ed for
these kinds of operations ·at. 900 MHz ·and above. (1 '71

Since Part 15 Spread Spectrum operat.ions in the San Francisco B,3.y Area
are already fairly widespread, this should be .:1 qood opport.uni t.y t.o see
how Spread Spectnun emissions affect t.he Amateur Service. That. is,
examine usage pat.t.erns In the 900 MHz amat.eur band now, .::md before
Part. 15, Spread Spect.rum W,:tS introduced, and compare t.hat against. t.he
changes in the 440 MHz:md/or 1.2 GHz ·::lmateur b,ands over t.he same time
period. In some sense, one might. sugqest. that t.he experiment. h,;:ls
already done, and it'S merely .:t matter of examin~nq the result.s:.

Finally, restricting Spre,:td Spectrum e.misslons is not .:t new idea. The
ARRL suggests this .In f'::lotnote (2) of thelr Request:

users of other modes. 47 C.F.R. #164#97.311(b). Conflicts are avoided by
informal band planninq and normal sharlng considerations which work
well in the crowded ·;:lmateur bands. Avoidance of weak-siqnal subbands by
55 operations is .:\ reasonable prevent':ltivE> step. [IB}

The Commission should g:lve serious consideration lMking t.his a part of
the rules, including SlI.l. t able guard bands.

8. Second, it. is proposed to amend Section 9 7 .311(a) of t.he Rules to
modify the requirement that 5S commum.cations be limit.ed only to domestic
communications. Amateur communications have always been permitted
internationally bet.ween count.ries that permit. it, ·:md SS e.missions should
not. be prohibited bet.ween United stat.es amateurs .:tnd .::lmat.eurs in count.ries
where t.hose emissloO!,: are permitt.ed as well, [19]

When Spread Spect.nlm sat.ellites qo lnt.o operation, t.his will need t.o be
addressed. It is already an issue where t.he FCC'!:: jurisdict.ion is close t.e
another, especially ':llong t.he Canad.l.an border. However, different. count.ries
may have different. requlations, and we should respect the regulat.ory needs
of other jurisdlct.ions. Therefore, we may want t.o ,:tddlt.ionally const.rain
communicat.ions t.o t.hose emissions accept.able under the regulat.ions of bot.h
partles. In some sense, this 18 covered under Sect.lon 9 7 .309(b):

(b) Where .authorized by S S 97"30~'.(c)"lnd 9" ..307(f) of this Part., -3



station may transmit ~ RTTY or data emission using an unspeclfied digital
code, except to a statlon 1n .::\ country wi.th which the United St.ates does
not have an ,'3.greement permittlng the code to be used... 120)

So, it may be sufficient to incorporated ,..,. reference to t.h.'3.t section ln
the ARRL I S proposed amendment t,o Sectlon 97.";: 11 fa) ,

9. The reference 1n 97.31Hb} to unlntentlonal triggerin9 of repeater
inputs, a reference in the rules governing 55 communications since 1984,
is unnecessary because it is merely repetitive of existing definitions of
"harmful interference" in the ITU Radio Regulations and in l~ollUt\.ission

definitions and interpretat.ions generally. Harmful interference fo1.­
non-safety-of-life radlO services ':loes not lnclude squelch bre;~ks :~nd

repeater activatlon, (6) {21}

This may be the case, but most of the readers of P,'lrt 97 a.re not trained to
interpret FCC regulations nor to underst.'3.ndthe ITl) rec;lulations. Having
this clarification in Section 97. 311(b) avoids having either the FC~C or
Official Observers explain these definitlons to well-meaning am.'3.teurs Who
utilize repeaters that do not employ modern squelch cont,rol techniques"
(It may be worth not1ng here that. these can be combined. with carefully
controlled carrier-controlled squelch to .:\110w nearby:~ateurs with older
equipment la.cking CTSS t.O still access wide-coverage repeaters without
permitting unint.entional oper.::\tlons by distant users utilizin9 the same
channel, such as is used by t,he W6APZ repeater Hl Pl.'llo Alto, ('.'111forn1.'1.)
So, this change seems ne:lther de~nrable nor useful. Removin9 tins mlght
'1lso be construed .'is condoning unint,ent~onal tr1g9'ering Qf properly equipped
repeaters, which would d.1.scourage routl.ne mon.i tOril"lg)f repeaters pr1marily
int.ended for emerqenc'/)l)erat lons.

10. It is proposed to delete Subsections 97 ..311 (c) and (d) I in order to
permit hybrid frequency-hopping (FH) and direct-sequence (DS) emissions,
and spreading codes not current.ly permit ted by t,he rules, but which ,'ire
desirable. The current, rules permit only two techniques I neither of which is
optimal for sharing. There are newer codes f includi.ng t.hose usec:l by Part 15
devlce manufacturers ,r which have been opt_lmi-zed tJ) .Civoid interactlon with
shared users. Thes€:c·uld be used If the rules were more flexible. { 221

One of t.he basic Drirv~iDles of t,he .".mateur :::;ervices l.S that:

(97.133) (a) No amateur station shall transmit ... ((4») messages in codes
or ciphers intended to obscure the mean.Lng thereof, except :'is otherwise
provided herei 11 r for "'ontrol purposes]. [ ~'~;]

and this is stated more directly for digital modes:

[97.309 (b») ... RTTY and data emissions using unspecified digit,al codes
must not. be t~ransmitt.ed for t:.he purpose c~f obsCUrln~) the meanint;J ~)f any
communication. [24}

The problem here is th.at, given foreseeable FCC funding f ::2.ny serious
enforcement efforts will primarily be with t.hose assoclated with in the
Amateur Se~Tice. It 18 not Just a matter of identifying the station(s)
involved in the communi (:at,ion, ,:l.S suggested byt.he ARRL:

.... Nor will the changes ere.Cite any diffH:ulty with statl.on
identification I (7) :))" wit.h prot.ection of the Arnat.eur Service from



commercial or unlicensed encroachment. The narrow-band identification
requirement is suffIcient, together with the documentation requirement 1"
Section 97.311(e) of the Rules, to permit the degree of monitoring of S5
activities of amat.eurs necessary "to protect the Servl.ce. (2~:.]

It is also important to be able to determine whether the infol.1nation being
transmitted is in compliance with Part 97. As it stands, what is required
under Section 97.311(e) is station records which include description {)f
the transmissions which are basically sufficIent t.o decode it, and

(3) A general descript.ion of the type of information belng conveyed
(voice, t.ext, memory dump, facsimile, t.ele\71Sion, etc.); (26)

Without sophisticated equlpment, It IS, for all practlcal purposes, not
possible for a knowledgeable amateur to determine compliance. A further
complication is that one of the major U:3es for Spread Spectrum LS likely
to be as network components, both for network backbone links, for qateways
to allow amateur statIons to reach other sta.tlons .'indam.'1teur services,
·and perhaps to connect on .'1 1imi ted bas 1 S t.o the Internet. When d. station
is doing packet forwarding, it may not !)e possible to determine the type
of Information being conveyed. So we have t.wo problems here: Amateurs
·::l.re not permitted to ·::10 whatLs obvlously needed for modern network1nq,
and, at the same time I we cannot eas.ll y determine:x>mpl iance with t.he
regulations we have. ThI s is di ffl cult elL.emma and ~.here may not. be3.ny
easy answers.

Now, one of the major complaints being heard .Locally is that amateurs (~annot

do what unlicensed operators can do with Part i':' devLces. That IS ,a major
issue that does need to be addressed. One way of dea1.lng with that problem
is to .:ldd an additiondl 3ubsect.lon ~"O F\'lrt: 97. 11(c)=mch as the following
proposal:

[97 . .311(c) Only tJ1e followin<;t types ·:)f 55 emission t.r''lnsmissions are
3.uthorized ... ]

(3) Spreading techniques utilized by widely available Part 15 type­
accepted devi ces, wh H:'h can readil y be received by such devices.

(Text proposed here]

This will allow detenTilnat.ion of compliance by .:.\ nearby st.at.ion ·wit.hout.
opening the door to transmissions that neit.her that in t.he Arnat.eur Service
nor the Commission is in a p05i tion to monl tor ·:lnc! regulate.

It may also be reasonable t.o allow Spread Spectrum e.miss:lons from
published, well document.ed and easily reproducible devices within t.he
construct.ion ab.l.lities of ordinary, proficient amat.aurs. But going from
very t.ight regulation to essentially no controls on the form of Spread
Spect.rum emissions seems unwise at t.hl s t.tme, unless such t.ransmissions
are made subject t.o SaC'tlon 97.311(f)(1):

(f) When deemed necessary by an EIe to assure compliance wit.h t.his Part,
a stat.ion licensee must:

(3) Maintaln a record, convertible to the original information (voice,
text, image, etc.) of <"111 spread spectrum (~ommunications transmitted.



That is to say, continue the existing regulations, perhaps extending
them somewhat. t.o be consist.ent wit.h the exist.in9 STA's, ".\Dd t.hen permit
arbi trary Spread Spectrum emissions with mandat.ory compliance (rat.her
upon demand) wit.h Sect.ion 97.311(f)(3). Current. disk prices and backup
storage technology make this requirement. considerably less onerous t.han
when the rules were originally proposed. This may be one way that the
Commission could encourage experiment.at.ion necessary to determine what
t.he permanent. Spread Spectrum rules should be w~ t.hol1t pot.ent.ially
creating a 8i tuat.ion such '::IS developed Wl t h t.he (:':i ti zen Band dUrl.ng t.he
1970's and 1980's.

11. Finally, the proposed ,:ippendix would amend Section 97.311(g), to
provide for automatic transmitter power c'ontrol which would limit output
power t.o that which Ls required for the communication, when more th;:in one
watt of transmitter power is used. This 1.8 ,:I. simple matter to accomplish
technically, and it wlll insure compl.iance with Section 97.313(a) of the
rules, which requires the use of minimum transmitter power. It will alsc
minimize any potentl.al for lnt.erference ':0 otheL"'1mateur statloml-3.nd insure
maximum spect.rum effl(~iency. r28]

This may make sense for terrestrial '~ommuniC'atl.ons, but ,~lmost certainly
more than one watt wl11 be necessary fc,r 'apace communicat1ons. This may
not. be such a simple mattcer technically. On the other hand, power level
control h.:l.s been a problem 1.n amateur space ':~ommunic.'tJ..on, so this may
be a wise idea. This m,,~.; be an ,area where i~ STA may st.l.ll be the best
tool:lnd so the proposed rule may well be 'if' ,'ippropn.'1t.e one.

'XlNCLUSI()N

The ARRL is acting in .:i t~melY:ind respons1.ble m.:inner 1.n requestinq changes
in the rules governing Spread Spectrum em1ssions in the Amateur Ser".lice. The
fact that an unlicensed and technically na1ve lndivH:lual (.:it least in terms of
RF technology) can operate in a manner t,hat a compet,ent amateur cannot
without Special Temporary Aut.hority 1.S .an unfol.-t,unat.e ;;ituation that
does not. cast either t,he Amateur SeI"'.rice or the CommiSSIon in ;a pO~'3iti'.le

light. The rule changes request.ed by t: he ARRL have considerable merit, but
the Commission should consider these changes very carefully to minimize
adverse effects on ot,her modes in t.he Amateur SeI"'lif:'e,and t,::> avoid pO:'3sible
problems with abuse of limateur privile<Jes.

Specific concerns described herein l.nvolve noise-sensit.ive modes, especialJy
weak-signal opera.tion, beacons, and space communic,at,ionsi band planning,
both local and throughout the FCC' s jurisdiction; ;and compliance in terms
of message content. Most of these ,::::,oncerns ·::::an be met, by restricting
Spread Spectrum operat,lons in the comparable manner to repeat.ers with
regard to permissible sub-bands and Lcx'317o-ordin;at.ion, ."1S impll.ed in
one of the ARRL':3 foot notes. 129]

Assuring compliance in t.erms of message content is more difficult, and the
Commission should conSIder this problem very carefully before changes the
rules regarding the t.ypes of SS emissions authorized for the amateur
service. (30ing from overly restrictIve rules to no restr1.ctlons may not
necessarily be in the best interests :)f ei t:.her the Amateur Service
or the Commission.

Therefore, the COmm1.SS10[1 is respectfully urqed tc consider the ARRL's
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request for a rule makinq very carefully, neIther acceptlng the proposal
wholesale nor rejecting it entirely.

Respect.fully submit.t.ed,

aohn Mock <KD6PAG@Alive.,::':om>
1506 Palm Avenue
R1.chmond, CA 9480~,

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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[11] Bob Wilkins (N6FF!) .. Frequency Coordinator, NARCC. Pri'.Tate communicatl.on,
1995.
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